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ORDER

Herman Montrell Martin, the defendant, appeals the revocation of his
probation by the Madison County Circuit Court. The sole issue presented for our
review is whether the trial court erred in revoking probation. We AFFIRM the
judgment of the trial court pursuant to Rule 20 of the Tennessee Court of Criminal

Appeals.

On June 3, 1994, defendant received an eight-year sentence in the
community corrections program for the offense of possession of cocaine over 0.5
grams with intent to sell. On September 12, 1995, his participation in the
community corrections program was revoked, and he was ordered to serve his
sentence in the Tennessee Department of Correction. He was released from the
Tennessee Department of Correction on or about January 31, 1996, after he

completed the boot camp program.

Defendant met with his probation officer for the first and only time on
February 12, 1996. In March 1996, he was arrested on other charges. Defendant
did not report these arrests to his probation officer. In short, he did nothing he was
required to do while on probation. At his revocation hearing he explained that he
was scared to meet with the probation officer because he was afraid he would be

arrested on a warrant.

In revoking probation the trial court noted that the defendant had “flunked out
twice.” The trial court was certainly within its discretion to revoke probation in view

of the defendant’s history.

After thoroughly reviewing the record, the briefs, and the law governing the
issue presented by the defendant, we conclude that the trial court did not err by
revoking defendant’s probation. Accordingly, pursuant to Rule 20 of the Tennessee

Court of Criminal Appeals, we AFFIRM the judgment of the trial court.
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